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Page 1 of 6Total DDT (Sum of 4,4'-DDT, 4,4'-DDD and 4,4'-DDE) 

Mass Per Unit Area - Mile 1 to 2

Notes:
a MPA scale was combined since only 4 data present
   in this range.
b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core 
   was not sampled continuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations between
   measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
c  Rejected values were replaced with an interpolated 
   value based on adjoining segments in the core.
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Total DDT (Sum of 4,4'-DDT, 4,4'-DDD and 4,4'-DDE) 
Mass Per Unit Area - Mile 5 to 6

Notes:
a MPA scale was combined since only 4 data present
   in this range.
b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core 
   was not sampled continuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations between
   measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
c  Rejected values were replaced with an interpolated 
   value based on adjoining segments in the core.
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Total DDT (Sum of 4,4'-DDT, 4,4'-DDD and 4,4'-DDE) 
Mass Per Unit Area - Mile 6 to 7

Notes:
a MPA scale was combined since only 4 data present
   in this range.
b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core 
   was not sampled continuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations between
   measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
c  Rejected values were replaced with an interpolated 
   value based on adjoining segments in the core.
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Notes:
 a Mercury background  for a 20-f oot silt core  is less than 0.24 g/m2.
   Mercury backgroun d for a 6-fo ot silt core  is less than 0.07 g/m2.
 b Unlike a continuous core, an in terpolated core 
   was not sampled co ntinuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations be tween
   measured intervals were linearly interpo lated.
 c Rejected values were replaced  with an 
   interpolated value based on adjoining segments 
   in the core.
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 b Unlike a continuous core, an in terpolated core 
   was not sampled co ntinuously throughout its
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   measured intervals were linearly interpo lated.
 c Rejected values were replaced  with an 
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Notes:
 a Mercury background  for a 20-f oot silt core  is less than 0.24 g/m2.
   Mercury backgroun d for a 6-fo ot silt core  is less than 0.07 g/m2.
 b Unlike a continuous core, an in terpolated core 
   was not sampled co ntinuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations be tween
   measured intervals were linearly interpo lated.
 c Rejected values were replaced  with an 
   interpolated value based on adjoining segments 
   in the core.
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Notes:
 a Mercury background for a 20-foot 
   silt core is less than 0.24 g/m2.
   Mercury background for a 6-foot 
   silt core is less than 0.07 g/m2.
 b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core 
   was not sampled continuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations between
   measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
 c Rejected values were replaced with an 
   interpolated value based on adjoining segments 
   in the core.
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Notes:
 a Mercury background for a 20-foot 
   silt core is less than 0.24 g/m2.
   Mercury background for a 6-foot 
   silt core is less than 0.07 g/m2.
 b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core 
   was not sampled continuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations between
   measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
 c Rejected values were replaced with an 
   interpolated value based on adjoining segments 
   in the core.
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3-Dimensional Distribution taken from Ma et al. (1998) MPA Map for 2,3,7,8-TCDD for RM 1 through 7 (Figure 5-3)
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Figure 16-11eTotal PCB MPA versus River Mile
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Figure 16-11gMercury MPA versus River Mile
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Figure 16-11hMercury MPA versus River Mile
(With Extrapolated Cores)
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Figure 18-1Schematic of Model for the Lower Passaic River Empirical Mass 
Balance
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Figure 18-2Relationship between Average Chemical Concentration and Standard 
Error for the Recently Deposited Sediments in the Lower Passaic River
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Figure 18-3PCB Congener Cluster Analysis
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Figure 18-4Cluster Analysis for PAHs
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Figure 18-5Cluster Analysis for Metals
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Figure 20-2Excess Mercury Concentration vs. Approximate Year of Deposition
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Figure 20-3Excess Lead Concentration vs. Approximate Year of Deposition
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Figure 20-4Excess Copper Concentration vs. Approximate Year of Deposition



1,000
R2 = 0.407 (p < 0.01)
λ = -0.036

tr
at
io
n 
(u
g/
kg
) Half-Life = 19 years (Confidence 

Interval: 13 years – 33 years)

100

4'
‐D
D
E 
Co

nc
en

t
Ex
ce
ss
 4
,4

RM1.4 
RM2 2

10

RM2.2
RM7.8
RM11
RM12.6
Exponential Trend Line

1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010

Deposition Year
Note:
Excess concentration represents the difference between the measured concentration in the Lower Passaic River recently deposited (Be-7 bearing) samples and 
the baseline concentration. The excess is attributed to resuspension and Newark Bay derived loads.

Approximate Year of Deposition

Lower Passaic River Restoration Project
2009

Figure 20-5Excess 4,4’-DDE Concentration vs. Approximate Year of Deposition
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Figure 20-6Excess Chlordane Concentration vs. Approximate Year of Deposition
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Figure 20-7Excess Dieldrin Concentration vs. Approximate Year of Deposition
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Figure 20-8Excess Total PCBs Concentration vs. Approximate Year of Deposition
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Figure 20-9Excess High Molecular Weight PAH Concentration vs. Approximate 
Year of Deposition
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Figure 20-10Excess Low Molecular Weight PAH Concentration vs. Approximate 
Year of Deposition
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Figure 20-112,3,7,8-TCDD Concentrations in Recently Deposited (Be-7 Bearing) 
Sediments – Measured and Predicted



100 00100.00
pm

)
High-Resolution Core Results:

RM1.4
RM2.2
RM7.8
RM11
RM12.6

10.00

en
tra

tio
n 

(p Forecasted Concentrations for 
Natural Recovery (No Action)

1.00

erc
ur

y C
on

ce

Half-Life = 34 years

0.10
1975 1985 1995 2005 2015 2025 2035 2045 2055 2065 2075

Me

y

1975 1985 1995 2005 2015 2025 2035 2045 2055 2065 2075
Deposition Year

Lower Passaic River Restoration Project 2009

Figure 20-12Mercury Concentrations in Recently Deposited (Be-7 Bearing) 
Sediments – Measured and Predicted
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Figure 20-13Lead Concentrations in Recently Deposited (Be-7 Bearing) 
Sediments – Measured and Predicted
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Figure 20-14Copper Concentrations in Recently Deposited (Be-7 Bearing) 
Sediments – Measured and Predicted
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Figure 20-154,4’-DDE Concentrations in Recently Deposited (Be-7 Bearing) 
Sediments – Measured and Predicted
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Figure 20-16Chlordane (gamma) Concentrations in Recently Deposited (Be-7 Bearing) 
Sediments – Measured and Predicted
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Figure 20-17Dieldrin Concentrations in Recently Deposited (Be-7 Bearing) 
Sediments – Measured and Predicted
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Figure 20-18Total PCB Concentrations in Recently Deposited (Be-7 Bearing) 
Sediments – Measured and Predicted
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Figure 20-19HMW PAH Concentrations in Recently Deposited (Be-7 Bearing) 
Sediments – Measured and Predicted
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Figure 20-20Comparison of Total PCB when Calculated as the Sum of the Congeners vs. 
the Sum of the Aroclors for 10 Matched Pairs from the 2008 Low Resolution 

Cores
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Figure 20-21A2,3,7,8-TCDD - Comparison of Best Estimate Trajectories for Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 20-21BMonte Carlo Trajectory Results for 2,3,7,8-TCDD Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer 

(MNR and Remediation of Primary Erosional Zone and Primary Inventory Zone) 

all parameters.
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Figure 20-21CMonte Carlo Trajectory Results for 2,3,7,8-TCDD Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer 

(MNR and Remediation of RM 0 to 8)

all parameters.
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Figure 20-22AMercury - Comparison of Best Estimate Trajectories for Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 20-22BMonte Carlo Trajectory Results for Mercury Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer 

(MNR and Remediation of Primary Erosional Zone and Primary Inventory Zone) 

all parameters.
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Figure 20-22CMonte Carlo Trajectory Results for Mercury Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer 

(MNR and Remediation of RM 0 to 8)

all parameters.
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Figure 20-23ALead - Comparison of Best Estimate Trajectories for Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 20-23BMonte Carlo Trajectory Results for Lead Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer 

(MNR and Remediation of Primary Erosional Zone and Primary Inventory Zone) 

all parameters.
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Figure 20-23CMonte Carlo Trajectory Results for Lead Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer 

(MNR and Remediation of RM 0 to 8)

all parameters.
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Figure 20-24ACopper - Comparison of Best Estimate Trajectories for Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 20-24BMonte Carlo Trajectory Results for Copper Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer 

(MNR and Remediation of Primary Erosional Zone and Primary Inventory Zone) 

all parameters.
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Figure 20-24CMonte Carlo Trajectory Results for Copper Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer 

(MNR and Remediation of RM 0 to 8)

all parameters.
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Figure 20-25A4,4’-DDE - Comparison of Best Estimate Trajectories for Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 20-25BMonte Carlo Trajectory Results for 4,4’-DDE Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer 

(MNR and Remediation of Primary Erosional Zone and Primary Inventory Zone) 

all parameters.
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Figure 20-25CMonte Carlo Trajectory Results for 4,4’-DDE Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer 

(MNR and Remediation of RM 0 to 8)

all parameters.
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Figure 20-26AChlordane (gamma) - Comparison of Best Estimate Trajectories for 
Concentration in 0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 20-26BMonte Carlo Trajectory Results for gamma-Chlordane Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer 

(MNR and Remediation of Primary Erosional Zone and Primary Inventory Zone) 

all parameters.
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Figure 20-26CMonte Carlo Trajectory Results for gamma-Chlordane Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer 

(MNR and Remediation of RM 0 to 8)

all parameters.
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Figure 20-27ATotal PCB - Comparison of Best Estimate Trajectories for Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 20-27BMonte Carlo Trajectory Results for Total PCB Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer 

(MNR and Remediation of Primary Erosional Zone and Primary Inventory Zone) 

all parameters.
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Figure 20-27CMonte Carlo Trajectory Results for Total PCB Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer 

(MNR and Remediation of RM 0 to 8)

all parameters.
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Figure 20-28HMW PAH - Comparison of Best Estimate Trajectories for Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 20-29Dioxin/Furan TEQ (Fish) - Comparison of Best Estimate Trajectories for 
Concentration in 0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 20-30Dioxin/Furan TEQ (Bird) - Comparison of Best Estimate Trajectories for 
Concentration in 0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 20-31Dioxin/Furan TEQ (Mammal) - Comparison of Best Estimate Trajectories for 
Concentration in 0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 20-32PCB TEQ (Fish) - Comparison of Best Estimate Trajectories for Concentration 
in 0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 20-33PCB TEQ (Bird) - Comparison of Best Estimate Trajectories for Concentration 
in 0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 20-34PCB TEQ (Mammal) - Comparison of Best Estimate Trajectories for 
Concentration in 0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 21-22,3,7,8-TCDD Mass Balance for Newark Bay
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Figure 21-3Mercury Mass Balance for Newark Bay
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Figure 22-1
2,3,7,8-TCDD Concentration in Blue Crab Tissue vs. River Mile
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Figure 22-2
Mercury Concentration in Blue Crab Tissue vs. River Mile
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Figure 22-3
2,3,7,8-TCDD Concentration in Mummichog Tissue vs. River Mile
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Figure 22-4
Mercury Concentration in Mummichog Tissue vs. River Mile
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Figure 22-5
2,3,7,8-TCDD Concentration in White Perch Tissue vs. River Mile
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Figure 22-6
Mercury Concentration in White Perch Tissue vs. River Mile
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Figure 22-7Lower Passaic River Average Bioaccumulation Factors (BAFs) for 3 Species 
for 2,3,7,8-TCDD and Mercury for the years 1995, 1999 and 2000
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Figure 22-8Lower Passaic River Average Biota-Sediment Accumulation Factor (BSAF) 
values for 3 Species for 2,3,7,8-TCDD and Mercury for the years 1995, 1999 

and 2000
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